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PER CURIAM.

Haintiff gopeds as of right from the trid court's order granting summary dispostion for
defendant city pursuant to MCR 2.116(C)(8) and for the individua police officer defendants pursuant to
MCR 2.116(C)(10). We affirm.

Firgt, we note that plaintiff’s complaint was defective and violated MCR 2.111, which requires
that a pleading be concise and direct. A pleading must state causes of action with specificity so as to
“reasonably inform the adverse party of the nature of the claims the adverse party is caled on to
defend” MCR 2.111(B)(1). Here, plaintiff never set forth any specific causes of action aganst
defendants. Indeed, the trid court had to guess a what causes of action plaintiff was attempting to
plead. Thetrid court was more than generous in analyzing plaintiff’s complaint asif afederd civil rights
clam had been pleaded againgt the city and a gross negligence clam had been pleaded againg the
individuds.

On apped, plaintiff concedes that he did not properly plead a cause of action againg the city
pursuant to the federa civil rights act, 42 USC 1983. However, plaintiff contends that he properly
pleaded causes of action againg the city pursuant to the Michigan Handicapper’s Civil Rights Act,
MCL 37.1101 et seq.; MSA 3.550(101), et seq., and the Michigan Civil Rights Act, MCL 37.2101,
et seg.; MSA 3.548(101), et seq. Upon reviewing plaintiff’s complaint, we find that he has not aleged
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that he was discriminated againgt because of a handicap in “employment, public accommodation,
educationa opportunity” or with regard to the “acquiring, renting or maintaining of property.” Those are
the rights safeguarded by the handicapper’s act. See Gazette v City of Pontiac, 212 Mich App 162,
168; 536 NW2d 854, Iv pending (1995); Merillat v MSU, 207 Mich App 240, 244; 523 NwW2d 802
(1994); Crancer v Bd of Regents, University of Michigan, 156 Mich App 790; 402 Nw2d 90
(1987); MCL 37.1103; MSA 3.550(103). In addition, plaintiff did not alege that he was discriminated
agang because of his “age, religion, race, color, nationd origin, sex, height, weight or maritd satus”
which are protected by the civil rights act. MCL 37.2202; MSA 3.548(202); MCL 37.2303; MSA
3.548(303); MCL 37.2402; MSA 3.548(402); and MCL 37.2502; MSA 3.548(502). Therefore,
summary disposition was properly granted to the city because plaintiff falled to sate any vdid clams
agand it.

Next, plaintiff argues that the individud defendants should not tave been granted summary
dispogition because they violated numerous conditutiond rights to which plantiff was entitled. Plaintiff
argues that his pleading contained a viable federd civil rights clam againg the individuas pursuant to 42
USC 1983. Because plantiff did not raise this argument in the lower court, we will not consider this
argument on apped. Graham v Firestone Tire & Rubber Co, 137 Mich App 215, 220; 357 Nwad
666 (1984). We note, however, tha the individud defendants had qudified immunity to act and
therefore, there was no viable action pursuant to 42 USC 1983. See Guider v Smith, 431 Mich 559,
565, 568; 431 NW2d 810 (1988).

The trid court granted summary disposition to the individua defendants because it inferred that
plaintiff was attempting to alege a gross negligence cause of action againgt them and where, there were
no facts to support gross negligence, summary disposition was appropriate. The inference was based
on MCL 330.1427; MSA 14.800(427), which provides:

If a peace officer observes an individud conducting himsdf or herself in amanner which
causes the peace officer to reasonably bdieve that the individua is a person requiring
treetment as defined in section 401, the pesce officer may take the individud into
protective custody and transport the individud to a hospital for examinetion . . . the
peace officer is not congtrained from exercising his or her reasonable judgment. . . .
Upon arivad a the hospita, the peace officer shdl execute an application for
hospitdization of the individud.

Section 401 defines “person requiring trestment” and includes:

@ A peson who is mentdly ill, and who as a result of that mentd illness can
reasonably be expected within the near future to intentionaly or unintentiondly serioudy
physicaly injury himsdf or another person, and who has engage in an act or acts or
made sgnificant threats that are subgtantialy supportive of the expectation. [MCL
330.1401; MSA 14.800(401).]



An officer who acts in compliance with these statutes is congdered to be acting in the course of officid
duty and is nat civilly lidble for the action unless the officer behaves in a grosdy negligent, wilful or
wanton manner.  MCL 330.1427b(1); MSA 14.800(427b)(1); MCL 330.1427b(2); MSA
14.800(427b)(2). Assuming plaintiff was attempting to plead such a cause of action, we find that

plantiff offered no facts to support a clam of gross negligence. Therefore, summary digpogtion for the
individua defendants was appropriete.

Fndly, plantiff’s argument that he should have been dlowed to amend iswithout merit. Plantiff
never moved to amend his complaint a any time. Because plaintiff never moved to amend, this Court

has no decison regarding amendment to review. Fuga v Comerica Bank-Detroit, 202 Mich App
380, 383; 509 NW2d 778 (1994).

Affirmed.
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